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without jeopardizing the safety or palatability of the treated water, is an exceedingly important subject. There are doubtless those who, for sentimental reasons, would go so far as to require that all sewage be excluded from such waters and others would admit only such sewage effluents as had received elaborate treatment. While theoretically desirable, such extreme measures would entail enormous financial expenditures which may not in all cases be justified by the dangers encountered in the use of a properly filtered and disinfected water, even though somewhat contaminated before treatment. Others would go so far as to throw almost the entire burden upon the water-treatment plant, with slight regard to the possibility of its occasional temporary failure to afford complete protection The sanitary engineer who neglects to work for the best interests of the public health falls short of the full discharge of his professional obligations, but it is wise to keep in mind a fact stated as follows by Engineering News:
We know of many instances in which business men distrust engineers and pin their faith to so-called "practical" men, largely because of unfortunate experience with engineers who appeared to think that the question of cost was no part of their concern
The legal dangers of attempting to discharge sewage into a small body of water must be considered in the design of sewerage systems. In Sammons vs. City of Gloversville, the New York Court of Appeals decided that although the city exercised a legitimate governmental power for public benefit when it built its sewers, it had no charter rights to discharge sewage into a brook in such a way as to injure the plaintiff's lands below the point of discharge. Even where a city had statutory rights to construct sewers emptying into a creek, whereby a nuisance was created, the Alabama Supreme Court held in Mayor, etc , of Birmingham vs Land, 34 S Rep. 613, that the owner of a riparian farm below the sewer outlet was entitled to damages. The Maryland Court of Appeals similarly decided the case of West Arlington Imp Co. vs Mount Hope Retreat, 54 Atl. Rep 982. The fact that a water course is already contaminated does not entitle other persons to aid in its contamination or prevent those thereby injured from recovering from them damages for the mjury; Ind. Sup. Ct., West Muncie Strawboard Co. vs. Slack, 72 N.E. Rep. 879
The case of Waterbury, Conn., was of much interest for many years because of the protracted fight made by the city against building purification works in accordance with a decree of the Connecticut Supreme Court going into effect on Dec. 1, 1902. In one of the subsequent decisions in this litigation, the court stated that the construction of the Waterbury sewers in 1884, in accordance with the terms of its charter, was lawful and that their construction to discharge sewage into the